Purpose -The purpose of this paper is to report the findings of a survey designed to: capture the "real world" experiences of people active in project management (PM) in Australia, Canada and the UK; determine the extent to which those involved in the management of projects make use of the methods and techniques that are available; and discover how effective the methods and techniques are felt to be. Design/methodology/approach -A questionnaire comprising 24 questions with a mixture of yes/no, Likert-scale, multiple choice and open questions was developed. These were designed so that the data gathered could be compared with the results of a similar survey conducted in the UK a decade ago. Professional networks and direct e-mails were used to distribute the survey electronically to potential respondents who were actively involved in PM in the three countries. A total of 150 responses are used in the analysis, 50 from each country. Findings -The results show that there are many areas where the experiences, practices and views are similar across all three countries and are comparable to the earlier UK survey. However, as is often the case, it is perhaps the differences that are of most interest and these are commented upon throughout the paper. Originality/value -This paper sheds light on current practice across three countries and presents a useful historical perspective on PM trends in practice and rates of credentialization of those surveyed. It also provides useful quantitative results that can be used to more broadly speculate and make sense of other qualitative studies.
1. Introduction A paper published in 2002 (White and Fortune, 2002) set out the findings of a survey designed to: capture the "real world" experiences of people active in project management (PM) in the UK; determine the extent to which those involved in the management of projects actually made use of the methods and techniques that were available; and discover how effective the methods and techniques used were felt to be. This paper reports the results of a similar survey conducted during 2009 and looks at some of the differences between the two sets of findings. In addition, the sampling frame has been extended to cover Australia, Canada and the UK so that an international comparison can be made between the views and practices of people active in PM in those three countries. These three particular countries have been selected because they are English-speaking and comparable in terms of level of development, educational standards and international reach and though they are geographically very distant from each other they share many cultural similarities.
Although many survey findings relating to PM practice have been published over the last few years they have tended to focus on particular aspects of PM such as earned value management as a project performance evaluation technique (Bower and Finegan, 2009) or the use of PM information systems (Raymond and Bergeron, 2008) or on specific sectors such as construction (Liu and Low, 2011; Mojahed and Aghazadeh, 2008) . This survey looks at a range of aspects and is not confined to one sector.
Methodology
A questionnaire comprising 24 questions with a mixture of yes/no, Likert-scale, multiple choice and open questions was developed. It explored the following areas:
. information about the respondent and the project upon which the replies were based;
. the criteria used for judging project outcomes;
. side-effects arising from projects;
. factors felt to be critical to project outcomes;
. methods, tools and techniques used; and . the limitations or drawbacks of the methods, tools and techniques used.
Professional networks and direct e-mails were used to distribute the survey to potential respondents who were actively involved in PM in the three countries. Clearly, it is not possible to claim that the samples were randomly selected but the main concern was to attract responses from those who were active in PM and regarded themselves as "professionals" in this regard. A link to a URL where the questionnaire could be completed was provided and recipients were asked to base their responses on their most recently concluded project even if that project had been curtailed or abandoned. A hard copy of the survey was also available and was mailed upon request. Any information generated by the transmission process that would allow respondents to be identified was discarded upon receipt; all responses have been treated as anonymous.
It was decided in advance that 50 responses from each of the three countries would be used in the data analysis and that attempts to obtain responses would continue until 50 responses from each country that were comparable in terms of scale and type of project to the responses to the original survey had been obtained. This process took approximately three months.
Analysis of data and discussion of results
The following section sets out the main findings of the survey for each of the three countries and as a whole. For the early questions that deal with the respondents and their projects the data from the original survey has been included to demonstrate the extent to which the samples are comparable with each other and with the original survey. IJMPB 4,4 Table I shows the results from the first set of questions for the separate countries and the original survey. It covers:
The respondents and their projects
. the type of project such as whether it was construction, defence, information technology, reorganisation, or the like;
. whether the project on which the answers were based was carried out for an external client or within the respondent's own organisation;
. the industry sector in which the project was based;
. the size of the organisation where the project was undertaken;
. the number of people directly involved in the project;
. the part played in the project by the respondent and whether he or she regarded him or herself as the main decision maker; and . the duration of the project. Table I reveals that the survey samples are indeed comparable in terms of scale and type of project. The mode number of people directly involved in a project, including suppliers, where applicable, was 15 in the later survey compared with ten in the earlier survey but that is because three Australian, one Canadian and one UK projects were reported as involving extremely high numbers of people. The mode duration was a lot longer than in the earlier survey -36 months as compared to six months -but the proportions lasting between six and 12 months are almost identical (38 percent compared with 37 percent).
There is no doubt that the role of project manager has become much more professionalised in recent years. (Morris et al. (2006, p. 711 ) described PM as a "semi-profession" or "commercialized profession") Sauer and Cuthbertson (2003, p. 17) characterise the pre-professional approach thus:
When a new project manager is required, all too often the selection process descends to being a matter of the next person to walk down the corridor.
To a large extent, the increase in professionalization has been brought about through growth in membership of professional organisations. For example, the Project Management Institute, which began in 1969 had approximately 1,000 members in 1974 , 4,000 in 1983 (Wideman, 2001 . By June 2010, it had around half a million members in 185 countries including over 381,000 certified project managers. When Sauer and Cuthbertson (2003) conducted a very large survey of Computer Weekly readers in late 2002 one of their questions was how well-equipped IT project managers were in 2002 compared with five years earlier. The results showed that there was a perception of significant improvement with 53 percent saying better or much better. Questions about the academic and professional qualifications of the respondents and the professional organisations to which they belong were included in the recent survey in order to explore this further. The responses are shown in Table II . All respondents except one from Canada indicated their highest level of academic qualification but a total of 31 respondents failed to reply to the question "please give details of any professional qualifications held".
Because one of the ways of reaching respondents was via professional networks it would not be prudent to attribute meaning to the difference in levels of membership of professional bodies across the three countries or to see the data as representative of the levels of membership in any one country but it is worth noting that there are differences between the countries even where the same institutions and qualifications are available within them. One example is the Project Management Institute's Project Management Professional (PMP) qualification. It is not surprising that PRINCE2 qualifications are more prevalent in the UK given the approach originated there but it is interesting that whilst it is making inroads into Australia it has not migrated to Canada and nor does it have any direct equivalent there.
3.2 Success rates and criteria used for judging project outcomes As stated above, recipients were asked to base their responses on their most recently concluded project even if that project had been curtailed or abandoned. In considering success rates it is relevant to note the last phase completed on the project. This is shown in Table III alongside the phase at which the respondent entered the project. Overall, 68 percent of projects ran through to completion.
Respondents were also asked to judge their projects' success on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 represented complete success and 7 represented complete failure. The results are shown in Figure 1 . The country where most success was reported was the UK with a total of 47 projects being rated 1, 2 or 3. For Australia 38 projects were put in these three categories whilst for Canada the number was 40. Overall, 16 percent of projects were judged to be a complete success and only one project (a Canadian project) was regarded as a complete failure. The comparable figure to the 16 percent judged a complete success that was obtained in the original UK survey was 41 percent. It was remarked at the time that a success rate of 41 percent was far higher than typical success rates reported in the literature. A survey of IT projects in 400 organisations conducted by the Standish Group in 2009 found that 32 percent were considered successful and 24 percent were considered failures. The remaining 44 percent were "considered challenged" (Standish Group, 2009 Table I .
Current practice in project management
Respondents were also asked to provide and to rank in order of importance the success criteria they had used to make the judgement about their own project's level of success on the scale of 1-7. In order to determine the criteria regarded as most important a criteria was given a score of 3 if it was ranked first, 2 if it was ranked second and 1 if it was ranked third. The total scores for each criteria are displayed in Table IV where it can be seen that the three highest scoring criteria are "meets client's requirements", "completed within schedule" and "completed within budget". This selection and placing is the same as in the original survey but there are interesting differences between the original and the new survey where the next tranche of criteria are concerned. "Meets quality and/or safety standards" was seventh in the original survey but had moved to fourth place this time. The criteria placed fourth in the original survey, "meets organizational benefits", has fallen to sixth place and achieved a total score of only a little over half that achieved by "meets quality/safety standards". Many of the surveys that have been published recently (Lierni and Ribiere, 2008; Pereira et al., 2008; Raymond and Bergeron, 2008; Rosacker and Olson, 2008) provided success criteria for their respondents to use in their judgements of their own projects' success but one that allowed respondents to select their own (Murphy and Ledwith, 2007) found "meeting required quality standards" was the most important success criteria used by respondents with "meeting specification" second. Another study of success criteria is reported by Thomas and Fernandez (2008) . They investigated success criteria in 36 Australian companies operating in three industry sectors: finance and insurance; electricity gas and water supply; and mining. They interviewed a chief information officer or program office manager or equivalent and a project manager in each of the companies and elicited the criteria they used to judge the success of their projects. Thomas and Fernandez do not report the importance Current practice in project management placed on particular criteria but they do say that companies used between two and 11 criteria with a average of 5, there was a focus on "on-time" and "on-budget", and that 26 companies (72 percent of their sample) considered company success criteria such as "delivery of benefits". The equivalent figures for the number of criteria used for the survey being reported here are: Australia, two to seven criteria with an average of 3; Canada, one to eight criteria with an average of 4; and UK, one to eight criteria with an average of 8. In the earlier UK survey one to six criteria were used with an average of 3.
Side-effects
The emergence of unintended consequences or side-effects was another area explored by the survey. A total of 58 respondents (39 percent) reported that their project gave rise to side-effects. Their descriptions of these side-effects (10 respondents described two), grouped into desirable side-effects and undesirable side-effects, are displayed in Table V . As the table shows, the occurrence of side-effects was spread unevenly across the countries with Canadian respondents reporting substantially fewer desirable side-effects and Australian respondents reporting substantially more undesirable side-effects. In the original survey 46 percent of respondents reported side-effects and nearly 70 percent of those could be attributed either directly or indirectly to lack of awareness of the environment. In reporting the 2002 survey, White and Fortune postulated that this could have been because many of the tools and techniques the respondents used were poor at modelling "real world" problems or that insufficient account was taken of project boundaries and environments but in the more recent survey this link between side-effects and lack of awareness of the environment did not emerge.
Factors felt to be critical to the project's outcome
The next section of the questionnaire drew on the original survey and a published review of 63 publications that focus on critical success factors (Fortune and White, 2006 Respondents were asked to indicate and rank the three factors they believed to be most critical to their projects' outcomes. The re-coded responses (1 ¼ 3, 2 ¼ 2, 3 ¼ 1 and factor not stated ¼ 0) are displayed in Table VI . Two factors, clear goals/objectives and support from senior management, stand out from the rest in all three countries, with realistic schedule in third place. This is a very good fit with the findings of the review and the original survey where the top four were:
(1) clear goals/objectives; (2) realistic schedule; (3) support from senior management; and (4) adequate funds/resources.
A factor that has risen in the rankings is effective team building/motivation. This was 13th in the original survey and is overall sixth in Table VI with no dramatic variations in the results from the individual countries. End-user commitment is the only factor to have fallen substantially in the rankings when comparing the two surveys. It was ranked as the fifth most important factor in the original survey with 23 (of 236) respondents ranking it first, 18 second and 22 third. It is in 12th place in terms of overall responses in Table VI; in Australia one respondent ranked it first and another ranked it third, in Canada one respondent ranked it first, two ranked it second and two-third but in the UK two respondents ranked it first, three respondents ranked it second and six ranked it third. One explanation for these differences could be the type of projects being considered in the different surveys but that is unlikely to be the case. As Khazanchi and Reich (2008) and software development projects are combined in each survey they account for the same proportion of projects (36 percent).
Methods, methodologies, tools and techniques
The section on methods, methodologies, tools and techniques presented respondents with a list of options grouped as follows:
.
PM methodologies (four options);
PM software (three options);
PM tools (eight options);
decision-making techniques (five options);
. risk assessment tools (seven options); and 
information communication technology (ICT) support tools (six options).
Respondents were asked to indicate which had been used in the project being considered and were encouraged to add to the list of options if necessary. The options presented in the lists were chosen for inclusion because it was known they were in widespread use in one or more of the three countries. Some of them (for example, projects in controlled environments (PRINCE and PRINCE2) and Gantt bar charts) were included in the original survey but others, including each of the ICT support tools had not. "Project management software" was included as just one of the set of PM tools in the original survey but on this occasion it was provided as a separate section due to its increased availability. Table VII shows the responses. The methods, methodologies, tools and techniques that were provided in the lists of options on the questionnaire are shown in quotes. In Australia the maximum number of methods, methodologies, tools or techniques used by a single respondent was 33, the mode was 8 and the mean was 11. For Canada the corresponding figures were 41, 9 and 10 and for the UK they were 26, 6 and 10. In the original UK only survey the maximum figure was 23 but the mode was only 3 and the mean was 5. Across the three countries the most uneven usage was seen in the case of PRINCE2. This mirrors the data on PRINCE2 qualifications to which reference was made earlier in this paper. It was used very widely in the UK, to a much more limited extent in Australia and not at all in Canada. "Methodology developed in house" appears to substitute for it there. Indeed, if the figures for PRINCE2 and "methodology developed in house" are added together for each country the variation in the totals is not very great. When the data for the UK is compared with the earlier survey there has been a substantial increase in the use of PRINCE2 and a corresponding reduction in "in house". The two other changes that are noticeable when comparing the original survey with the later survey are an increase in the use of work breakdown structure (WBS) and a reduction in the use of structured systems analysis and design methodology (SSADM). Indeed, use in the UK of SSADM was entirely absent.
It is as interesting to note how many respondents did not use methods, methodologies, tools or techniques. This data are shown in Table VIII . The lowest amounts of usage overall was found in three separate responses. An Australian respondent just used Gantt charts, one UK respondent just used PRINCE and another from the UK just used PRINCE2.
A useful comparator for the survey data reported here is the work of Besner and Hobbs (2008) . In a large-scale survey of PM practitioners (nationality not specified) Besner and Hobbs presented respondents with a list of 70 tools the authors regarded as "the tools and techniques that are identified with the practice of project management" and asked them to identify the ones they used. The four most used tools in their survey were progress report, kick-off meeting, PM software for task scheduling and Gantt chart. The first two of these do not appear in Table VII though perhaps they were not regarded as PM-specific tools by respondents. Use of WBS was not as great in the Besner and Hobbs survey where it appeared ninth.
Limitations and drawbacks of the methods, methodologies, tools and techniques used
The percentages of respondents who said they had encountered limitations or drawbacks with the methods, methodologies, tools or techniques they had used were 66, 52 and 18 percent for the Australian, Canadian and UK samples, respectively. The overall figure was 45 percent which is an increase on the 42 percent reporting limitations or drawbacks in the original survey. Many respondents named more than one method, tool or technique with which they had encountered limitations or drawbacks. Table IX shows the methods and tools with the highest frequency of reported limitations as a percentage of their reported use. It should be noted that if the figures for Groupware and Integrated Groupware are taken together, they account for 28 percent (20 respondents).
In Table X Current practice in project management gave descriptions of the limitations to Groupware or Integrated Groupware. These included lack of training, security issues, unstable technology and problems with bandwidth. Examples of descriptions of limitations included as "other" in Table X include: "would have appreciated greater access to video conferencing"; "governance structures were too restrictive and choked the project process"; and "only one aspect of cost-benefit analysis (CBA) was evaluated".
Comparison of the data on limitations and drawbacks with its equivalent from the original survey is interesting. PM software topped the table in the original survey where it was the most mentioned method, methodology, tool or technique with limitations and had the highest frequency of limitations as a percentage of reported use. Of the approximately 20 percent of respondents who experienced problems with PM software in the original survey, half found the software "inadequate for complex projects". It is also worth noting that use of PRINCE and PRINCE2 was much lower in the original survey but they still came third in the equivalent of Table IX . It may be the case that the reduction in the extent to which limitations and drawbacks are perceived is due to better training as evidenced by the high number of respondents with qualifications in PRINCE2 (Table II) .
Conclusion
This paper has reported the results of a survey conducted in Australia, Canada and the UK that attempted to capture the "real world" experiences of project managers and has compared the findings with a similar survey conducted in the UK a decade ago. Much of the data gathered showed a substantial level of similarity across the individual data sets from the three countries. However, there were also differences. One example is the extent to which PRINCE2 is used. As the discussion in Sections 3.1 and 3.5 shows, use of PRINCE2 was reported very frequently in the UK, less frequently in Australia and not at all in Canada. Another difference is the number of side-effects (desirable and undesirable) reported. The UK reported the most desirable side effects and the least undesirable side effects. In the original survey 46 percent of respondents reported side-effects.
When the results of the later survey are compared with the original UK survey the most striking differences concern the extent to which PM methodologies and tools are used. The percentage of respondents who did not use a methodology was 28 percent in the original survey compared with 8 percent in the later survey overall and 8 percent in the UK sample only. The average number of tools used per respondent in the original survey was 5.13 but overall in the recent survey this had risen to 10.37 (9.84 UK sample only). Within these overall figures it is worth noting the contribution made by risk assessment tools. Whilst the average number of risk assessment tools used per respondent was still small (1.19 overall, 1.08 UK sample) it was remarkably higher than the figure of 0.16 that emerged from the earlier survey. Furthermore, the percentage of respondents who did not use any risk assessment tools had fallen from 65 to 37 percent overall and 40 percent, UK sample only. This supports Morris et al.'s impression (Morris et al., 2006) that project managers are becoming more "professional" in terms of use of tools and techniques. Naturally this paper is subject to several caveats in relation to its generalizability. One is that it is only based upon 50 responses from each country (see Shehu and Akintoye (2010) for a discussion of the increasing difficulties of attracting large numbers of responses to surveys) and the intention was to shed light on current practice rather than generate statistically significant results. Second, the survey is highly UK-culturally centric with no USA or European-based practitioners being included (though of course respondents may have been educated and/or gained formative experience outside the UK, Canada and Australia). It should also be noted that this study has surveyed project managers who were already engaged in responding to a project brief rather than developing a project's purpose or aim or assessing its viability. Recent work that has emerged from the study of aid and disaster recovery projects (Ika et al., 2010; Steinfort, 2010; Steinfort and Walker, 2011) has stressed the importance of thorough front-end analysis of the purpose of the proposed project and of setting up effective monitoring and evaluation of benefits delivered rather than just relying on the use of tools and techniques geared towards project progress delivery. This front-end of project focus that has been shown in the literature cited above to be crucial in terms of "doing the right project" as opposed to "doing the project right" has not been explored in this survey.
However, as a partial longitudinal comparison with the early UK only survey published by White and Fortune (2002) , this does present a useful historical perspective on PM trends in practice and rates of credentialization of those surveyed. The research presented should provide useful quantitative results that can be used to more broadly speculate and make sense of qualitative studies being undertaken in these countries so that value in a PM knowledge contribution can be derived from this study and other qualitative research, particularly those that relate to the lived experience of project managers as documented by Hodgson and Cicmil (2006) , for example. With globalization increasing and many projects spanning international boundaries perhaps a world-wide survey would be useful?
